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INTRODUCTION 
 
Intensification of grassland management through continuous growth of the doses of 
fertilizers (especially nitrogen) led to a decrease in diversity of flora, many of the so-called 
"good grass" are dominated by one species now. Although white clover has lost important 
protein source in Belgian meadows (Carlier 1998). Only the amount of fertilizer reduction is 
not sufficient to increase diversity in grasslands specific, so you need to develop strategies for 
reintroduction of missing species, which the administration or management of grasslands 
(Rotar 2010). The paper presents scientific data on the close relationship between ecological 
factors and biological and herbaceous species present in carpet Arnica montana L. 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Experimental field is located in the Bear Meadows Garda de Sus village, Alba County, 
Apuseni Mountains at 1380 m elevation, with southern exhibition on a slope of 5 % and a 
type of soil districambosol. The experimental fields are located by the method with five 
blocks randomized in rehearsals. Experimental variants are: V 1-meadow abandoned, V 2 - 
traditional mowing, early mowing-V 3, V 4 - mowing twice; V 5 - grazing. In this experience 
was not applied any technological input. Floristic composition was analyzed in 2010, after 
Braun-Blanquet method, carefully watching the evolution of species Arnica montana L. as a 
result of management measures applied. Mowing experiments was performed after the set 
protocol so that the first versions were mown variants V3 and V5. Variant V2 is the one that is 
traditionally mowing, which means that is mown in August, according to the specific area. 
Variant V3 was mown in June  because it was established to mow early, that means in 
blooming of poaceae. Variant V4 was mown twice, once in June and the second mow was 
made in August. Mowing variants was performed with a rotary mowing machine at a height 
of about 5-6 cm. V5 version is the version that mimics grazing, which was supposed to mow it 
several times a year. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
In the quite often case in the Apuseni of abandonment grassland, we find that the 
species Arnica montana L. has the lowest coverage of all variants (5.15 %). In the second year 
follow-up Poaceele have a weight average of 43.71 %, Fabaceaele 7.03 % and plants from 
other botanical families have the smallest share of 39 , 41%. 
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The use of grasslands coverage influences the species Arnica montana L. (Garda, 
2010). Thus, the V5 variant recorded the highest coverage with this species of 16.4 % (variant 
was used by grazing). The area is made with cows grazing, and from our observations they do 
not consume the species Arnica montana L., so grazing encourage the arnica species. 
Between traditional variants and early mown variants in the coverage there are no 
important differences in Arnica montana L. cover, this hovering around 6 %. Variant situation 
in which mowing twice the species Arnica montana L. has a coverage of 13.8 %  that shows 
by early mowing to eliminate competition, the species Arnica montana L. "escape" the hay 
early because the growth form of plate is shaped so that its subsequent development is favored 
reaching an average coverage of 13.8 %, double the variants mowed once. 
Tab. 1 
The input influences of floristic composition in 2010 
 Adm K Adm K Adm K Adm K Adm K 
 V1 V1 V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 
Species           
Poaceae           
Agrostis capillaris 25.5 V 23.5 V 20.2 V 19 V 25.5 V 
Anthoxanthum odoratum 0.5 V 1.3 IV 1.4 V 2.2 IV 1.2 IV 
Festuca rubra  18.25 V 17.5 V 17.5 V 27.5 V 17.5 IV 
Cyperaceae si Juncaceae           
Carex pallescens 0.1 I 0  0  0  0.1 I 
Luzula campestris 0.3 III 0.2 II 0.2 II 0.4 IV 0.2 II 
Fabaceae           
Anthylis vulneraria 2.55 III 0.65 II 0.8 I 0.55 I 0.2 I 
Lotus corniculatus 0.85 IV 0.75 III 0.5 III 1.3 IV 2.2 III 
Trifolium pratense 0.4 IV 4 V 2.4 IV 1.4 V 0.2 I 
Trifolium repens 2.65 IV 3.65 V 4.6 IV 2.75 V 2.75 III 
AFB           
Achillea distans                  0  0  0  0.3 III 0.1 I 
Alchemilla vulgaris 2.55 III 2.2 IV 2.2 III 0.2 II 0 II 
Arnica montana 5.15 IV 6.05 II 6.2 V 13.8 IV 16.4 V 
Astrantia major 0  0.1 I 0.1 II 0.2 II 0.1 I 
Campanula abietina 0  0  0.1 II 0.1 I 0  
Centaurea mollis         1.1 II 0.2 II 0  0.75 III 0.2 II 
Centaurea pseudophrygia          2 II 1.2 III 1.2 I 0.3 III 0  
Cerastium holosteoides            0.4 IV 0.3 III 0.1 I 0.4 IV 0.1 I 
Cirsium erisithales               0  0    0.1 I 0  
Colchicum autumnale               0  0.1 I 0  0  0.1 I 
Euphrasia rostkovian 0.2 II 0.4 IV 0  0.2 II 0  
Galium mollugo                      0.75 III 0.1 I 0  0  0  
Gentianella lutescens             0.32 IV 0.02 I   0.4 IV 0  
Gymnadenia conopsea              0.1 I 0.02 I 0.2 I 0.2 II 0  
Gnafalium sylvaticum 0  0  0.1 I 0  0  
Hieracium aurantiacum 3.2 V 2.75 V 2.2 III 2.65 IV 0  
Hypericum maculatum          3.1 V 4.45 V 3.5 IV 1.2 III 0.2 I 
Knautia dipsacifolia              1.85 V 1.85 V 0.6 V 2.75 V 0.1 I 
Leucanthemum vulgare  0.5 V 0.95 V 0.35 V 0.95 V 0  Linum catharticum                 
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The results show differences on production output, the smallest harvest resulting in the 
variant V3 (early mowing) and the highest value in V4 (version mown twice a year). Yields 
range from 0.82 t / ha LU and 2.10 t / ha LU  levels are commonly encountered in the area, 
but land use besides the effect it has on  the evolution of species Arnica montana L. influence 
and harvested per unit area (Stoie, 2011). 
 
Tab. 2 
The input influences on production in 2010 
Variant Prod (t/ha) % Diferences Significant 
V2 1.92 100.0 +0.00 - 
V3 0.82 42.9 -1.09 000 
V4 2.10 109.5 +0.18 - 
V5 1.55 81.0 -0.36 - 
DL(p 5%)       +0.45                             DL(p 1%)       +0.64                               DL(p 0,1%)      +0.90 
 
 
Parnasia palustris 0.2 II 0.2 II 0.1 I 0.1 I 0  
Pimpinella major 2.65 IV 2.1 III 1.85 I 1.85 V 0.1 I 
Plantago lanceolata 2.65 IV 2.2 IV 2.2 II 0.75 III 2.5 II 
Plantago media 0  0  0  0.1 I 0  
Polygala comosa                   0.3 III 0.3 III 0.1 II 0.1 I 0.1 III 
Polygala vulgaris 0.3 III 0.1 I 0.1 II 0.1 I 0.1 IV 
Potentilla erecta 0  0  0.1 II 0.1 I 0  
Primula veris 0  0.2 II 0.2 III 0.1 I 0  
Ranunculus acris 2.45 III 2.75 V 2.45 IV 1.4 V 1.5 IV 
Ranunculus bulbosus 0  0  0.1 I 0  0  
Rhinanthus minor 0.95 V 1.4 V 0.6 I 0.5 V 0.4 V 
Rumex acetosa 0.4 IV 0.5 V 0.2 I 0.2 II 0.2 IV 
Scabiosa columbaria 0.1 I 0  0  0.1 I 0  
Stellaria graminea 0.95 V 0.5 V 0.5 I 0.5 V 0  
Thymus dacicus 4.9 V 4.9 V 4 V 6.15 V 4.2 V 
Trollius europaeus 4.8 IV 5.25 V 4.2 V 4.45 V 2.2 IV 
Vaccinium myrtillus               1 I 0  0  0  1 III 
Veratrum album 0.75 III 0.65 II 0.65 I 0.2 II 0.2 II 
Veronica chamaedrys 1.3 IV 0.85 IV 0.85 I 0.2 II 0.1 I 
Viola tricolor 0.4 IV 0.4 IV 0.2 II 0.4 IV 1.3 III 
TOTAL 96.42  94.64  82,95  97  81,25  
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CONCLUSION 
 
Arnica montana L. grassland management with strong influences from the first year 
coverage of this species, thus the largest covering we recorded at variant that we have to mow 
(V4 - coverage of 13.8 %) or grazing (V5 - coverage of 16.4 %), a decrease in intraspecific 
competition, growth system of the species Arnica montana L. is favored. 
Coverage lowest it abandoned with the version (V1) which is the danger with Arnica 
montana L.drop habitats. 
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